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REMARKS 

After entering the above amendments, claims 14-16 and 23-35 will be pending. 
Reconsideration and allowance of the current application are requested in light of the above-marked 
amendments and the foregoing remarks. 

Summary of Rejections. The Office has rejected claims 1, 4-5, 12-14, and 21 under 35 
U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being unpatentably obvious over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2003/0009418 Al to Green et al. (hereinafter "Green") in view of U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No. 2002/0116505 Al by Higgins et al. ("Higgins"); claims 2, 6, and 15 under 35 U.S.C. 
§103 (a) as allegedly being unpatentably obvious over Green in view of Higgins and further in view 
of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2008/0133263 Al to Callan et al. ("Callan"); claims 3, 8- 
9, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as allegedly being unpatentably obvious over Green in view of 
Higgins and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,684,088 Bl to Halahmi et al. (Halahmi); and claims 
20 and 22 under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as allegedly being unpatentably obvious over Halahmi in view of 
Higgins. 

Summary of Amendments. With this amendment, claims 14-16 have been amended to 
more clearly define the features of those claims, claims 1-6, 8-13, and 20-22 have been canceled; and 
new claims 23-35 have been added. 

New claims 23-31 incorporate one or more limitations from now canceled claims 3, 4, 5, 6, 
8, 9, 10, 11, and 1, respectively. Support for claims 23-31 is found at least in the originally filed 
claims. New claim 32 is supported at least by paragraph [0021] and FIG.l of the specification. New 
claim 33 is supported at least by paragraphs [0023], [0028], [0038], and [0044], along with FIG. 2 and 
FIG. 3 of the specification. New claims 34 and 35 are supported at least by originally filed claim 14 
and paragraphs [0064] and [0065] of the specification. 
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No new matter has been added by this amendment. Entry of this amendment and the new 
claims is respectfully requested. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1, 4-5, 12-14, and 21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentably obvious over Green in view of Higgins. Claims 2-3, 6, 8-9, and 15-16 stand rejected 
over Green in view of Higgins and further in view of Callan or Halahmi. Claims 20 and 22 stand 
rejected over Higgins in view of Halahmi. These rejections are respectfully traversed. 

The standard set by the U.S. Supreme Court for a proper rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103 
requires determining the scope and content of the prior art, ascertaining the differences between the 
prior art and the claimed subject matter, and resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art 
to determine if the differences would have been obvious within this level of ordinary skill. Graham 
v.John Deere, 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), reaffirmed in KSR v. Telefkx, 550 U.S. 398 (2007). 
As noted in MPEP §2141.02 and §2143.03, this analysis further requires consideration of whether 
the claimed subject matter as a whole would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention. Stratoflex, Inc. v. Aeroquip Corp., 713 F.2d 1530, 218 USPQ 871 (Fed. Cir. 
1983); Schenck v. Nortron Corp., 713 F.2d 782, 218 USPQ 698 (Fed. Cir. 1983). Merely distilling the 
claimed subject matter down to the "gist" or "thrust" of an invention disregards this requirement. 
W.L. Gore <& Associates, Inc. v. Garlock, Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 220 USPQ 303 (Fed. Cir. 1983), cert, denied, 
469 U.S. 851 (1984). For a proper rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), the Office "bears the initial 
burden of factually supporting any prima facie conclusion of obviousness" and must therefore present 
"a clear articulation of the reason(s) why the claimed invention would have been obvious." 

All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of that claim against the 
prior art. In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494, 496 (CCPA 1970). Thus, if the cited 
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references fail to disclose or at least fairly suggest each specific and explicit limitation of the claimed 
subject matter, the Office can present a valid prima facie case for obviousness under 35 U.S.C. §103 
only by presenting a convincing line of reasoning as to why one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of conception of the instandy claimed subject matter would have found the claimed invention 
to have been obvious in light of the teachings of the references. See e.g. MPEP §706.02® citing Ex 
Parte Clapp, 227 USPQ 972, 973 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1985). 

Claim 14 recites, among other things, "generating, at the inbound adapter, a message that 
conforms to at least one of the one or more extensible markup language protocols used by the 
integration server, the message comprising at least part of the data received at the exchange 
infrastructure". The heterogeneous external data source is implemented on one or more other 
machine, separated from the one or more processors which implement the exchange infrastructure, 
the inbound adaptor, and the integration server. In other words, the "message" recited in claim 14 
is generated at the inbound adapter of the exchange infrastructure, not at the heterogeneous external 
data source, and the message is generated to conform to at least one protocol used by the integration 
server of the exchange infrastructure, not to conform to requirements of the heterogeneous external 
data source. The Office has asserted that the central server 103 of Green equates to the exchange 
infrastructure (previously referred to as the "central message exchange server"). While Green 
describes exchange of formatted messages both between an agent 102 and the central server 103 and 
between the central server 103 and one or more financial information sources 105-108, neither of 
these messaging channels described can be properly interpreted as descriptive or even suggestive of 
the subject matter of claim 14 when the reference and the claimed subject matter are each properly 
considered as a whole. 

In Green, a message sent from the agent 102 to the central server 103 is generated at the 
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agent 102 after the agent 102 obtains from a borrower 101 identification information 110, which 
includes information that financial information sources 105-108 require to identify their records that 
are associated with the borrower 101. 1 The agent 102 — not an inbound adapter instantiated at 
processors of the central server 103 — reformats this borrower information "for communication to 
the central server 103 via a formatted electronic message 111." 2 Green does not describe any 
features that can reasonably be construed as an inbound adapter at the central server 103 for 
receiving data from the agent 102 and generating a message that conforms to an extensible markup 
language of the central server and includes at least part of the data received at the central server 103 
from the agent 102. In fact, the absence of an inbound adapter at the central server 103 of Green is 
not simply an omission, but rather a feature of Green. No adapter is needed because the 
"reformatted electronic message 111" sent from the agent 102 to the central server 103 has already 
been reformatted at the agent 102 as described in f [0020]. 

The central server 103 of Green also exchanges electronic messages with the financial 
information sources 105-108. However, while Green describes the central server 103 formatting 
"other electronic messages 112, 113, 114 according to the requirements of the different information 
sources 105, 106, 107, and 108" 3 this formatting is not equivalent to the generation of the message 
by the inbound adapter as recited in claim 14. The formatting described in Green involves the 
central server 103 preparing a message in a format that is compatible with the information source 
105-108. This is exactly the opposite of the function of the instantly claimed inbound adapter, 
which takes data received at the exchange infrastructure in a format native to the heterogeneous 
external data source and generates a message including that data and conforming to a protocol used 

1 See, for example, f[[0019] in Green. 

2 See, for example, the first sentence of T|[0020] in Green. 

3 See, for example, the last two sentences of ^[[0020] in Green. 
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by the exchange infrastructure. In short, the reformatting described by Green is on outbound 
messages going from the central server 103 to an information source 105-108, while the subject 
matter of claim 14 deals with data from an external heterogeneous data source to the exchange 
infrastructure. 

While Green does describe financial information messages over links 115, 115', 116, 117, 
and 137 sent from the information sources 105-108 back to the central server 103, 4 there is no 
description or suggestion that any of these messages is processed by an inbound adapter at the 
central server 103 that generates a message in conforming to a protocol used by the central server 
and containing the data received in the financial information messages over the links 115, 115', 116, 
117, and 137. 

As a further point, while Green discusses various "Infoservers", 5 these elements also cannot 
be properly construed as the inbound adapter as instantly claimed. Rather, an Infoserver is an 
intermediate computer or computers that "act as communication buffers preventing the outside 
worlds from obtaining direct access to" the information sources 105-108. 6 The Infoservers are not 
disclosed as performing any data format conversion functions, and are further not situated at the 
central server 103, so they are likewise not descriptive or suggestive of an inbound adapter that 
functions as recited in claim 14. 

Claim 14 also recites, among other things, "persisting, at the inbound adapter, a message 
identifier that identifies the message for re-sending of the message in case delivery of the message to 

4 See, for example, FIG. 1 and FIG. 3 and ffl0023], [0025], and [0027 Jin Green 

5 For example, reference numerals 128, 168, and 178 in FIG. 3 in Green which are discussed at least 
at jffl [0022] to [[0024] and [0030]. Applicants note that no reference numeral 128 appears in the 
Green drawings. However, from the context of the reference to this numeral in the Green 
disclosure, the numeral should reference the unlabeled cube icon near the right side of FIG. 1 that 
receives or sends arrows 112, 112', 115, and 115'. 

6 See, for example, the second sentence of ^[0022] in Green. 
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the integration server fails". As mentioned before, the exchange infrastructure (and the inbound 
adapter thereof) and the heterogeneous external data source are not implemented at the same 
computing system. Claim 14 requires that the message identifier is persisted at the inbound adapter 
of the exchange infrastructure, not somewhere outside the exchange infrastructure. In contrast, the 
identification information 110 in Green is obtained from a borrower 101 at its agent 102, not at the 
center server 103. 7 Additionally, the identification information 110 in Green identifies a borrower 
101, not any transmittal message to or from the central server 103, and is never described as being 
used for resending a message that is consistent with the instandy claimed message which is 
exchanged internally within the exchange infrastructure. 

Furthermore, even assuming arguendo that, when taken individually, the identification 
information 1 1 0 in Green can be properly construed as equivalent to or suggestive of the message 
identifier as claimed and that the central server 103 in Green is equivalent to the claimed exchange 
infrastructure, the equivalence between elements described by Green and the instandy claimed 
features nonetheless cannot be properly supported given the requirement that the Office remain 
consistent in its interpretation of a cited reference and in assignment of allegedly equivalent features 
to those instandy claimed. 8 Given that the agent 102 cannot be the inbound adapter because it is 
not instantiated at the processors implementing the central server 103, Green's disclosure of the 
identification information 110 being passed from the agent 102 to the central server cannot be taken 
out of context and asserted by Office to be suggestive of a message identifier that is internally 

7 See, for example, the first sentence of *[f[0019] and the next to last sentence of ^f[0025] in Green. 

8 See, for example, MPEP §2141.02 and §2143.03, cited above, regarding requirements that the 
claimed subject mater and the cited references be considered a whole for all that they would fairly 
teach and the explicit prohibitions against distilling a reference and/or the claimed subject matter 
down to a "gist" or a "thrust." Cherry picking and reassembling disparate elements of a reference in 
a manner that does not remain consistent with the teachings of the reference taken as a whole is not 
permissible in constructing a valid prima facie basis for obviousness under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 
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persisted at an exchange infrastructure to identify a message generated by an inbound adapter of the 
exchange infrastructure to conform to the an extensible markup language protocol of the exchange 
infrastructure and to include at least some of the data from the heterogeneous external data source. 

Claim 14 further recites, among other things, "receiving, at the inbound adapter from the 
integration server, a confirmation acknowledgement confirming receipt of the message by the 
integration server." As noted above before, the exchange infrastructure (and the inbound adapter 
and the integration server thereof) and the heterogeneous external data source are implemented at 
different computer systems. Thus, claim 14 requires that receipt of the confirmation 
acknowledgment is an internal function, not an exchange of a message between the exchange 
infrastructure and a heterogeneous external data source. In contrast, the confirmation code in 
Green is provided by a financial information source (105-108) to the central server 103. 9 The 
Office's allegation that the Green confirmation code is equivalent to the instantly claimed 
confirmation acknowledgment again appears to be based on inconsistent attribution of alleged 
equivalences between the features of Green and the instantly recited claim elements. 

As a further point, it is respectfully submitted that any proffered combination of Green and 
the other cited references cannot form a proper basis for a rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), 
because modifying Green in a manner necessary to create the instantly claimed subject matter 
requires impermissibly changing the principle of operation of Green. 10 The features of message 
generating, message identifier persisting, and confirmation acknowledgment generating as recited in 
claim 14 all occur internally within the one or more processors implementing the exchange 

9 See, for example, ^[0026] of Green. 

10 See, for example, MPEP §2143.01 (vi), which states that, if a proposed modification or 
combination of the prior art would change the principle of operation of the prior art invention being 
modified, then the teachings of the references are not sufficient to render the claims prima fade 
obvious. In re Raftz, 270 F.2d 810, 123 USPQ 349 (CCPA 1959). 

15 



Attorney's Docket No.: 34874-064/2003P00268US 

infrastructure. In direct contrast, messages in Green are generated at the agent 102 instead of at the 
central server 103 or are generated at the central server 103 but to conform to the requirements of 
financial information sources 105-108. Similarly, identification information 110 is obtained from the 
borrower 101 or its agent 102 and sent to the central server 103 rather than being persisted by an 
inbound adapter at the exchange infrastructure. In Green, a confirmation code is provided by 
financial information sources 105-108, not by the central server 103. The borrower 101, its agent 
102, the central server 103, and financial information sources 105-108 in Green are different and 
distinct components implemented at different computer systems in Green. Because changing these 
features of Green as asserted by the Office would change the principle of operation of Green, 
Green cannot provide a proper basis for prima facie obviousness of claim 14 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). 

For at least the reasons noted above, Green fails to disclose, suggest, or render obvious these 
noted features of claim 14. Although Higgins discloses a content provider and method for a 
computer system, Higgins fails to cure the noted deficiencies of Green. Similarly, none of the other 
references of record in this matter are sufficient to provide the necessary description or suggestion 
of all of the elements recited in claim 14 with the necessary level of detail to sustain a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. §103(a). 

Claims 15, 16, and 23-33 all depend from claim 14 and include all of the features recited 
therein and should therefore be in condition for allowance by virtue of this dependency. These 
claims also include additional features that are believed to further distinguish over the prior art of 
record. 

For example, claim 31 includes features directed to a second inbound adapter at the 
exchange infrastructure that handles data from a second heterogeneous external data source having a 
second data format. As discussed above, Green fails to describe or suggest even one inbound 
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adapter equivalent to that of claim 14. Thus, the addition of a second such inbound adapter for 
handling data in a second format from a second heterogeneous external data source should further 
distinguish over the prior at of record sufficiendy to render claim 31 patentable even if claim 14 is 
not deemed to be in condition for allowance. 

Additionally, claim 33 recites several specific features of the exchange infrastructure that are 
not in any way described or suggested in Green, Halahmi, or any other art of record in this matter. 

Claims 34-35, while addressing subject matter of different scope to claim 14, recite similar 
features as those discussed above. Thus, for at least the reasons noted above, claims 34-35 should 
also be allowable. 
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CONCLUSION 



On the basis of the foregoing amendments, the pending claims are in condition for 
allowance. It is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed in this paper. However, 
failure to address a specific rejection, issue or comment, does not signify agreement with or 
concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above are 
not intended to be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or 
other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as an 
intent to concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated in this paper. 

Applicant is concurrendy filing herewith a Petition for a one-month extension of time and 
Request for Continued Examination with the requisite fee, authorization for a credit card payment 
of the filing fee is submitted herewith. No additional fees are believed to be due, however the 
Commissioner is authorized to charge any additional fees or credit overpayments to Deposit 
Account No. 50-0311, reference No. 34874-064/2003P00268US. If there are any questions 
regarding this reply, the Examiner is encouraged to contact the undersigned at the telephone 
number provided below. 



Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and Popeo, P.C. 

3580 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 300 

San Diego, CA 92130 

Customer No. 64280 

Tel.: 858/314-1559 

Fax: 858/314-1501 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: January 20, 2010 




Michael D. Van \ 
Reg. No. 52,315 
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